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ABSTRACT
In several countries, childminders grew in times of economic
austerity and growing awareness of the economic function of
childcare, as they were legitimised by a ‘home as heaven’
ideology and low costs. As a result, childminders have long been
regarded as the ‘Cinderellas’ of childcare. Three decades later,
scholars and policymakers agree on the importance of the
educational function of childcare and thus on the importance of
professional qualifications during the same time that these
countries face the attrition of an entire generation of
childminders. This gives rise to both quantitative and qualitative
changes and raises the need to reconceptualise family day care
(FDC). However, literature on this topic is scarce and information
on non-English speaking countries is even more so. We explored
productive policies and practices of onthaalouders (Flanders),
assistantes maternelles (France) and Tagesmütter (Germany) in
order to contribute to the small but increasing body of research in
this field. This study shows that while the need for childcare
workers is increasing, attrition of childminders might hamper the
ambition to realise childcare and thus the attractiveness of the
childminding profession requires an upgrade. New and hybrid
forms of conjunction of centre-based and FDC challenge
stereotypes about substitute mothering and offer possibilities to
reconceptualise the childcare profession. However, they do not
necessarily change the subordinate position of childminders in
the early childhood education and care (ECEC) field.
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Introduction
Although widely under-researched in scope and focus (Mooney and Statham 2003), the
phenomenon of childminding or family day care (FDC) is still a common form of the
care and education workforce in countries as Belgium (Flanders), France, Denmark and
the Netherlands (OECD 2006; Urban et al. 2012). Rooted in the voluntarily provided
childcare (Ang 2013), the practice of childminding has long been perceived as a necessary
evil (Vandenbroeck 2009), where childminders had to cater the economic demand for
women in the labour market and the lack of relatives to call upon for much needed child-
care (Hines 2008). Disguised under a veil of substitute mothering or dismissed as ‘what
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women naturally do’ (Urban et al. 2012, 519), low-skilled and unqualified women entered
a childminding career path. In a context of economic downfall, impending unemployment
and lack of public childcare services, the importance of maternal care was exalted, making
way for less durable childcare initiatives (Vandenbroeck 2009). With widespread attention
to and fast paced expansion of FDC as a result, the social role of childcare was reduced to
its economic function (Mozère 2003; Peeters 2008, 2012). This trend has impeded percep-
tions about the need for further qualifications or training and discarded the profession as a
highly undervalued and underfunded workforce (Urban et al. 2012), where childminders
are referred to as Cinderella’s of childcare, not invited to the prom of early childhood edu-
cation and care (ECEC) because of its private character, its ignored history and its unde-
fined profession (Peeters 2008).
However, in our current society where the need for childcare workers is vastly increas-
ing, the ECEC sector is receiving more public and policy attention than ever before: ECEC
– childminding included – is being (re)discovered as a potential source of beneficial effects
for family and employment policies, and long-term education policies as well as economic
policies (Oberhuemer 2011; Penn 2009). Also, this fast paced expansion goes hand in hand
with a renewed focus on the educational function of childcare where ECEC provisions are
seen as crucial for educational attainment; the starting point of a lifelong learning process
(European Commission 2011; Lazzari and Vandenbroeck 2012). Longitudinal studies
have pointed out that learning experiences during the early years are related to children’s
later developmental outcomes and achievements (Sylva et al. 2004), which further pre-
mises the prevention of educational disadvantage and the overcoming of educational
gaps. Besides, ‘the socio-economic argument has been complemented by the recognition
that participation in high-quality ECEC is beneficial for children, families and societies as
a whole’ (Urban et al. 2012, 522). Yet it is now widely acknowledged that the beneficial
effects of ECEC can only be expected when educational quality is high. As a result, the
political concern for quantity (i.e. the Barcelona targets) has made space for an equally
important concern for quality (European Commission 2014; OECD 2012; Vandenbroeck,
Peeters, and Bouverne-De Bie 2013). In this vein, there is achieved consensus among prac-
titioners, researchers and policymakers that ‘the quality of early childhood services
depends on well-educated, experienced and competent staff’ (Urban et al. 2012, 508)
and that a process of professionalisation should be promoted.
These trends in ECEC clearly resulted in ‘an unprecedented attention in the profes-
sionalisation of the early years workforce, often linked to the argument that the quality
of early childhood services and the improvement of opportunities for children and
families, are associated with more highly trained staff’ (Dalli, Miller, and Urban 2012,
3). However, in several western European countries, these widespread arguments for
professionalisation coincided with high staff turnover and attrition of FDC providers,
as those who entered the childminding workforce in the 1980s are now retiring and
it is far from evident that a new generation will fill this gap. Thus, as a logical rationale
for the future of FDC, processes of professionalisation are not only reputed as essential
preconditions for quality but at the same time function as a possible remedy for
looming shortages in the field of ECEC (Vandenbroeck et al. 2013). As the demand
for quality, affordability and accessibility continues to rise (Ang 2013), so does the
importance of exploring inspiring practices of home-based childcare to open up the
possibility of constructing new understandings about the commonalities and differences
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of FDC providers in the professionalisation debate (Dalli et al. 2012). In the present
article, we focus on practices and policies in Flanders, France and Germany to comp-
lement dominant predilections on mainstream research with a focus on English speak-
ing countries (OECD 2006)
A historical hindsight
The first formally organised childcare initiatives can be situated in the middle of the nine-
teenth century, during the Industrial Revolution, in a time where infant mortality was alar-
mingly high. Childminders pre-dated the centre-based childcare, yet they were perceived
as an unregulated, unrecognised and private form of care (Alberola 2009; Gelder 2003).
Bewaaksters (wardresses), nourrices (nannies) and Tagesmütter (day mothers) remained
an everyday reality to counterbalance the lack of others to call upon for much needed
childcare (Aballéa 2005; Gelder 2003; Vandenbroeck 2009) rather than conceding to
charity initiatives (Gelder 2003; Vandenbroeck 2009). With the introduction of the
welfare state, child-mortality rates decreased and a greater role for the government in
social affairs was advocated (Vandenbroeck 2006). However, it is not until the end of
the twentieth century that policies invested in FDC as a legitimate form of childcare.
Not surprisingly the political attention for FDC boomed in the 1980s, during a period
of economic recession (i.e. in response to the oil crisis in 1973). It was a period of de-indus-
trialisation, yet female employment increased in the still growing tertiary sectors. Under
the dual legitimation of low costs and maternal care, demands for professionalisation
were elided and ‘inexpensive’ mother-ersatz models gathered popularity. This was the
case in many countries that faced shortages of childcare in a climate of budgetary con-
straints. Two decades later, in periods of renewed austerity measures and a plea for
‘small states’, the very same countries turned to marketisation and privatisation to
tackle persistent childcare shortages. These not or little funded private initiatives shared
the lack of regulations about the professional status with FDC initiatives and thus contrib-
uted to a paradox of counter-professionalisation in a period of growing awareness of the
importance of professional competences (Vandenbroeck et al. 2013).
The familiarisation and privatisation (Penn 2014) of services was legitimised by a dis-
course on freedom of choice for parents, which in turn justified the lack of public spending
in the field of ECEC (Vandenbroeck 2009). As Morel (2007, 627–628) argues:
Just like France, Belgium has gone from policies promoting public day-care services to give all
children an equal start in life to policies supporting more private and family forms of care.
Also, as in France, this shift in policy has been presented as a way to promote ‘free choice’
for families.
In sum, due to the increasing importance of the economic function of childcare, in a climate
of retrenchment and painstakingly rationing of scarce resources, the number of FDC pro-
vidersmounted. It is only recently that academics and policymakers reach consensus on the
importance of professional qualiﬁcations, and thus on the importance of the educational
function of childcare. This, however, coincides with the attrition of an entire generation
of childminders and imposes the need for a reconceptualisation of the FDC profession.
In our study we gathered experiences from Flanders, France and Germany to counterba-
lance the scarcity of information on this topic from non-English speaking countries.
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Method
Given that across countries the organisation structures and systems of home-based child-
care vary considerably according to country-specific policies and regulations, FDC or
childminding in this article, is represented as ‘the provision of childcare in domestic pre-
mises – usually the childminder’s home for reward’ (O’Connell 2010, 564) or ‘organized
care arrangements taking place either informally or formally involving a main caregiver
… providing care for a child or a group of children in domestic premises’ (Ang 2013).
We conducted a literature review of recent (from the year 2000 and onwards) Flemish,
French and German documents about professionalisation in the context of the changing
profile of childminders. We focused on three different practices: onthaalouders in Flanders
(Belgium), les assistantes maternelles in France and die Tagesmütter/Tagespflege in
Germany. These three regions were purposefully selected, as these policies reinforced
the male-breadwinner model in times of labour shortages (1960s) rather than appealing
to women in the labour market (Morel 2007): a trend that reverberates up to today and
has, inter alia, shaped perceptions and practices on childcare and FDC in particular.
We also chose these cases for their diversity. Two cases, Flanders and France, draw
attention due to a large share of FDC in childcare provision – respectively 20.8% in Flan-
ders (Kind & Gezin 2013) and 33% in France (Boyer et al. 2012). Both countries face a
recent attrition of FDC providers. Germany, in turn, is interesting for its longer history
of research in this field notably by the Deutsches Jugendinstitut (Deutsches Jugendinstitut
2013) and for its innovations in FDC. In Germany, the formal use of Oberhuemer,
Schreyer, and Neuman (2010b) is significantly lower in comparison to the use of childcare
centres: 3.6% versus 37.4% in the eastern states and 1.7% versus 8.1% in the western states.
However, Oberhuemer, Schreyer, and Neuman (2010b) remark that informal and unregu-
lated types of childcare are used more frequently in western rural states, whilst public
childcare services are favoured in city-states and eastern states, which explains for the
small formal level of FDC.
The compiled literature was used for conducting a theory-driven (exploratory) multiple
case study (Baxter and Jack 2008) to investigate implicit assumptions, possible hypothesis
as well as contextual influences that are inherent to the FDC sector. As a function of coun-
teracting the scarcity of research in FDC, this study aims to uncover productive practices
that, in a later stage, might serve as a springboard for empirical research. Throughout this
study, the conceptual framework of the competent system in the CoRe-report (Urban et al.
2011) served as an anchor. The CoRe-report frames an approach towards competences
within ‘a holistic understanding of early childhood education and care – as education
in the broadest sense’ (Urban et al. 2011, 32) and unfolds four interconnected dimensions
of a competent system in every layer of the ECEC-system. The compiled literature was
classified according to these four levels: the individual level of the childcare professional;
the institutional level of the team and/or the FDC scheme; the inter-institutional level (co-
operation with other local actors in the social, educational and cultural fields); and the pol-
itical level of governance (Urban et al. 2011).
The selected literature (see Table 1 for an overview of the most important sources) on
FDC policies and professionalisation of the childminding workforce was gathered via four
local academic researchers on ECEC in order to avoid the traditional bias caused by select-
ing only internationally published documents. The local experts were selected for their
EUROPEAN EARLY CHILDHOOD EDUCATION RESEARCH JOURNAL 389
extensive knowledge, expertise and experience within the early years sector and contrib-
uted references of policy documents, books, grey literature as well as institutional websites
containing research reports in Dutch, French and German. Regarding the institutional
websites, searches were manually conducted by entering key terms such as ‘assistant(e)s
maternel(le)s’, ‘professionnalisation’, ‘qualité’, ‘Kindertagespflege’ and ‘Professionalisier-
ung’ and manual screening by title and abstract was carried out. Additionally, reference
lists were scanned in search of relevant literature. In total, 26 documents (2220 pages)
were selected.
Results
Changing professional identities
The policy documents show that the realisation that ‘childminding is more than an activity
grounded in the private sphere of the home’ (Mozère 2003, 172) or the mere guarding of
children, is quite recent (Vandenbroeck 2009). Originally, a career in childminding often
served as a stopgap at a time when other job possibilities were lacking (Peeters 2008) or un
choix par défaut (a second choice) (Aballéa 2005) for mothers remaining at home whilst
Table 1. Literature review.
Author, Year and Title Type of Document
France Aballéa (2005). La professionnalisation inachevée des assistantes maternelles. Research report
Alberola (2009). La professionnalisation des assistants maternels. Research report
Bouve and Sellenet (2011). Confier son enfant. L’univers des assistantes maternelles. Book
Boyer et al. (2012). Baromètre d’accueil du jeune enfant 2012. Journal article
Champlong (2011). Accompagner la professionnalisation des assistantes maternelles. Book
Cresson, Delforge, and Lemaire (2012). La ‘qualité’ du travail dans le métier d’assistante
maternelle. Le point de vue des ‘régulateurs’ de ce métier.
Journal article
Fagnani and Math (2012). Des assistantes maternelles mieux formées et plus qualifiées.
Les parents consentiraient-ils à augmenter la rémunération?
Journal article
Mozère (2003). Family day care in France. Book chapter
Oberhuemer, Schreyer, and Neuman (2010a). France. Book chapter
Flanders Belgisch Staatsblad (28 maart 2012). Decreet houdende de organisatie van
kinderopvang van baby’s en peuters.
Decree
Boonaert (2006). Onthaalouders in Vlaanderen: een klik vooruit? Unpublished
document
Deglorie (2009). Professionalisering en duurzaamheid: een onderzoek bij stoppende
onthaalouders.
Unpublished
document
Kind & Gezin (2013). Het kind in Vlaanderen. Jaarverslag 2013. Research report
Kind & Gezin (2014). Brochure kwalificaties en attesten in de kinderopvang. Booklet
Peeters (2008). De warme professional. Book
Peeters (2012). De neerwaartse spiraal doorbroken: de professionaliteitsdiscussie in de
kinderopvang.
Book chapter
Vandenbroeck (2009). In verzekerde bewaring. Honderdvijftig jaar kinderen, ouders en
kinderopvang.
Book
Van der Mespel (2011). De onthaalouderacademie: groeikansen voor onthaalouders. Journal article
Germany Gelder (2003). Carving out a Niche? The work of a Tagesmutter in the New Germany. Book chapter
Heitkötter et al. (2010). Qualifizierung und Berufsperspektive in der Kindertagespflege. Research report
Kerl-Wienecke, Schoyerer, and Schuhegger (2013). Kompetenzprofil Kindertagespflege
in den ersten drei Lebensjahren.
Book
Oberhuemer, Schreyer, and Neuman (2010b). Germany. Book chapter
Slottke (2012). Grundmodelle der Theorie-Praxis-Verzahnung in der Grundqualifizierung
von Tagespflegepersonen
Research report
Stempinski (2006). Kooperation zwischen Kindertageseinrichtungen und
Kindertagespflege.
Research report
Weiβ et al. (2002). Qualifizierung in der Kindertagespflege. Book
Wiemert and Heeg (2012). Kindertagespflege – Tätigkeitsfeld und Betreuungsform mit
Potential.
Research report
390 V. BAUTERS AND M. VANDENBROECK
raising their own children and earning an extra income (Gelder 2003; Peeters 2008).
Research in Flanders, conducted by Deglorie (2009), has evinced that Flemish childmin-
ders practice their job for an average timespan of six years (Deglorie 2009). Bearing in
mind this temporality, the childminding sector is coping with high turnover rates,
reinforced by characteristics as low pay, no acquired status, low recognition, a lack of
job mobility and precarious working conditions such as high working pressure, social iso-
lation (Aballéa 2005; Heitkötter et al. 2010; Peeters 2008, 2012; Van der Mespel 2011) and
high levels of job insecurity (Wiemert and Heeg 2012).
Also, it needs to be acknowledged that FDC providers cannot be regarded as a hom-
ogenous group (Boonaert 2006; Bouve and Sellenet 2011; Fagnani and Math 2012) and
opinions about the meaning of the job, its temporality and professional status may
considerably vary (Cresson, Delforge, and Lemaire 2012). Where a large part of child-
minders – les professionnelles de la petite enfance (early childhood professionals) – are
advocating a professional identity as partners in care and acclaim childminding as a
learned and skilled profession (Alberola 2009; Champlong 2011; Fagnani and Math
2012) or a long-term career path (Weiβ et al. 2002; Wiemert and Heeg 2012),
others – les nounous envers et contre tout (nannies against all odds) – single-mindedly
eulogise maternal experiences and moral qualities (Aballéa 2005; Alberola 2009; Bouve
and Sellenet 2011). These modest, low-paid substitute mothers consolidate common
belief about the redundancy of professionalisation and reinforce FDC as an individua-
lised, neighbourly and casual form of care (Alberola 2009; Kerl-Wienecke, Schoyerer,
and Schuhegger 2013; Peeters 2008).
Policies for professionalisation
With its origin as either an informal service of substitute mothering, a private matter that
needs to remain obscured or a necessary evil, the need for a national policy about the status
of childminders has long been ignored. Also, ECEC provisions in Flanders, France and
Germany are split in administration, where care for the under-threes is located under
the health or welfare system and care for the over-threes pertains to the education
system (Oberhuemer, Schreyer, and Neuman 2010a; Penn 2014). This divide in preschool
education versus childcare has stifled the political will to develop professionalised child-
care services (Mozère 2003). Legal initiatives have been taken to supplement the lack of
initial qualifications in this sector, yet these initiatives remain rather modest.
In France, obligatory training hours for FDC providers were induced in 1992 (60 hours)
and were doubled through the decree of 2005 (Champlong 2011). Although a process of
professionalisation through training was and is positively valued for the revalorisation of
the profession and the acquisition of new knowledge(s), its practical implementation
remains inadequate, ad hoc and heterogeneous (Alberola 2009; Champlong 2011).
Similarly, in Germany, the qualification level of FDC providers variegates largely from
educational qualifications to childminders without any formal education (Heitkötter et al.
2010; Kerl-Wienecke et al. 2013) and a pedagogical qualification is only required when
taking care of more than five children at a time (Oberhuemer et al. 2010b). In recent
years, a minimum standard of 160 hours of training was installed, however, it depends
on state-specific regulations whether or not this training is legally required (Kerl-Wie-
necke et al. 2013).
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In Flanders, no qualification requirements were installed to start a FDC career path and
an assent from the government agency the government agency Kind & Gezin (Child &
Family) sufficed. It is not until a recent decree (April 2014) that the installation of 40
hours of training has been legally stated (Peeters 2008; Van derMespel 2011) and the aspira-
tion for official qualification requirements by 2024has been addressed (Kind&Gezin 2014).
In contrast to other early years professions, such as pedagogical mentors (Peeters 2012),
les éducateurs de jeunes enfants (educators of young children), les puéricultrices (childnurses)
(Alberola 2009) and Erzieherinnen (state-registered educators) (Heitkötter et al. 2010), all
working in centre-based childcare, there are no specific degree requirements for childmin-
ders that contribute to further validation and recognition of the childminding sector in
the three regions studied. As a result, there are very limited possibilities for horizontal job
mobility in the ECEC field for FDC providers (meaning shifts from jobs in home-based to
centre-based childcare), as well as for vertical job mobility (ascending on the hierarchy by
obtaining jobs in leadership for instance) (Aballéa 2005; Boonaert 2006; Slottke 2012).
It is only recently that attempts for mobility in FDC are being made. With the realisation
that the introductionof adequate structures of qualification is long overdue (Slottke 2012), the
German Kompetenzprofil Kindertagespflege (competence profile FDC) was developed as a
directory for further integrationof FDC in the curricula of professional vocational educations.
This is considered an important step towards integration and recognition of the profession
(Kerl-Wienecke et al. 2013). Similarly, in Flanders, the obligatory training requirement of
40hours corresponds to 40hours of previously acquired competences in the overall education
Begeleider in de kinderopvang (mentor in child care) (Kind&Gezin 2014), enabling childmin-
ders who invest in professionalisation to have better access to qualifying training that will
enhance their possibilities to apply for a job in centre-based childcare.
Under the guise of employability in the labour market and in terms of high quality edu-
cation, ECEC has become en vogue as a site for lifelong learning (Vandenbroeck et al.
2013). In reality, it is not until the recent development of qualifying pathways that FDC
providers are politically supported to progressively upgrade their qualifications as a func-
tion of enhanced job mobility (Urban et al. 2011). In this way, the recognition of prior
learning for experienced untrained practitioners as well as lifelong learning in terms of
access towards formal qualification levels is finally reaffirmed and attempts are made to
increase the amenity of the FDC profession in times of attrition and recruitment-crises
for early years workers (Urban et al. 2012).
However, a dominant focus on (previously acquired) competences from an employability
point of view reframes original discussions on lifelong learning as a right to access towards
discussions about required skill sets and procedures. These ‘technologies of governance’ not
only parry any debate about themeaning of professionalismbut also shirk responsibilities for
lifelong learning and possible job mobility towards the autonomous and self-directed indi-
vidual (Vandenbroeck et al. 2013). Thereto, in their research on competence requirements,
Urban et al. (2011) indicate that various qualifying pathways should not be confined to the
individual level but need to be effectuated at all levels of the competent ECEC-system.
Hybridisation of services for under-threes
This discussion is the result of the historical divide between home-based and centre-based
care each with their own histories, legislations and qualifications (or the lack of). As an
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alternative for the existing traditional structures of childcare services and to cater for the
increasing demand for more flexibility in ECEC, hybrid forms of childcare that challenge
the historical divide between home-based and centre-based childcare have been devel-
oped, especially in France and Germany (Bouve and Sellenet 2011; Stempinski 2006).
In France, les crèches satellite (satellite nurseries) function as a textbook example of the
conjunction of centre-based care and FDC. Les crèches satellite consist of two or three
assistantes maternelles (childminders) attached to a crèche collective (nursery). In practice,
these childminders spend a considerable amount of time in the crèche where they have the
opportunity to exchange experiences and educational practices. Under the supervision of a
puéricultrice (child nurse), both FDC providers and early years educators receive individ-
ual as well as joint support and the children can play within a larger group of peers as a
function of social interaction. Furthermore, issues concerning social isolation and recog-
nition in FDC are tackled and continuous professional development is promoted. As a
surplus value, continuity of care is assured during the childminders’ holiday, illness
and/or training (Bouve and Sellenet 2011).
Similarly, in Germany, attempts were made to integrate FDC services and Kindergarten
(nurseries). Space, materials and equipment were shared and exchange was facilitated.
Overall, a common pedagogical understanding was developed which increased the visi-
bility of FDC and opened up possibilities for dialogue (Wiemert and Heeg 2012). As in
France, continuity of care was guaranteed and for the children transitions towards differ-
ent types of care were softened (Stempinski 2006).
Although opinions about this hybridisation of services vary from little profitable
and redundant to desirable, necessary and most feasible (Slottke 2012); these types
of joined-up working (Roets et al. 2014) give impetus to rethink the existing dichot-
omy between FDC and centre-based care. Through the co-construction of knowledge
and shared understandings via continuous professional development, peer-learning
and the exchange of good practices (Urban et al. 2012); pluriprofessional teams
(Alberola 2009) can develop a joint professional identity where reflection and discus-
sion about the meaning of the job alongside its required competences and professional
status is key.
Discussion
The growing attention towards professionalisation as a function of beneficial effects in
employment policies, long-term education policies and economic policies is undeniably
entrenched in ECEC. However, the ways in which these conceptualisations of professio-
nalisation find entry in the FDC sector vary substantially.
Overall, the need for structural reformations in the trajectories towards professionalisa-
tion was confined to the political imposition of individual training requirements and self-
directed competence profiles. In several countries, the awareness of the importance of pro-
fessional competences has given rise to new regulations focusing on increased pre- or in-
service training for FDC providers. However, in most cases, these additional trainings do
not change the subordinate position of childminders, as these new training initiatives do
not significantly increase horizontal or vertical job mobility. Only in Flanders, the recent
decree inextricably links individual training requirements to possible pathways of enhanced
job mobility through the recognition of previously acquired competences.
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By way of an alternative, France and Germany offer innovative perspectives on the
reconceptualisation of the early years sector, beyond the dichotomy of home-base
versus centre-based care. In France and Germany, new practices have emerged that envi-
sion a hybridisation of services. These hybrid forms of childcare are portrayed as sites of
constant reconstruction (Urban and Dalli 2012) of professional identities through dialo-
gue, reflection and discussion. In this way, conceptualisations of professionalisation
may move beyond individual skill sets and potentially envision ECEC as a site of lifelong
learning as joint ‘reflective practitioners’ (Vandenbroeck et al. 2013) rather than Cinder-
ellas of care or feckless stepsisters. These new and hybrid forms of childcare not only chal-
lenge stereotypes about substitute mothering but also demonstrate the need for elaborate
research dissemination and exchange of good practices in the field of FDC. Via inter-
national conferences and overall exchange, in addition to empirical research, good prac-
tices can further reconceptualise the childcare profession as a whole and might instate a
wider array of recommendations for good policy practices.
Conclusion
Although hybrid forms of childcare offer prospects to reconceptualise the childcare pro-
fession, a swift reality check allows for certain wariness. In a climate of austerity, integrat-
ing FDC and centre-based care to each other might also serve the purpose of budget saving
under the guise of joint professional co-operation. This is the case where centre-based care
serves the ‘normal’ working hours and closely cooperates with home-based providers for
more flexibility, condemning the latter to the lowest paid, lowest qualified and yet the
toughest parts of the job. Such a hybridisation would be at the expense of anew again
demeaning FDC providers working long hours, yet underpaid and again prioritising the
economic function of childcare. Moreover, since the FDC workforce is a very hetero-
geneous one, rife with disunity on its profile and future prospects, it remains clear that
there are no quick-fix solutions and policymakers are continuously left with weighing
the benefits of professionalisation against tendencies of imminent attrition (Moss 2003).
Acknowledgments
The authors would like to acknowledge the academic researchers that generously shared literature
and in that way contributed to this article. We thank Myriam Mony, Florence Pirard, Gabriel
Schoyerer and Sandra Van der Mespel for their valuable input.
Disclosure statement
No potential conflict of interest was reported by the author.
References
Aballéa, F. 2005. “La professionnalisation inachevée des assistantes maternelles.” Recherches et
Prévisions 80: 55–65.
Alberola, E. 2009. “La professionnalisation des assistants maternels.” Cahier de recherche 263.
CRéDOC. Accessed 2 January 2015. http://www.credoc.fr/pdf/Rech/C263.pdf.
394 V. BAUTERS AND M. VANDENBROECK
Ang, L. 2013. “A Critical Review of the Research on Childminding: Understanding Children’s
Experiences in Home-based Childcare Settings.” Paper presented at the EECERA, Tallinn,
Estonia.
Baxter, P., and S. Jack. 2008. “Qualitative Case Study Methodology: Study Design and
Implementation for Novice Researchers.” The Qualitative Report 13 (4): 544–559.
Boonaert, T. 2006. “Onthaalouders in Vlaanderen: een klik vooruit?” Onuitgegeven meesterproef.
Universiteit Gent – Vakgroep Sociale Agogiek. Universiteit Gent.
Bouve, C., and C. Sellenet. 2011. Confier son enfant. L’univers des assistantes maternelles. Paris:
Editions autrement.
Boyer, D., B. Pelamourgues, A. Crépin, and V. Guillaudeux. 2012. “Baromètre d’accueil du jeune
enfant 2012.” L’e-ssentiel 129: 1–4.
Champlong, F. 2011. Accompagner la professionnalisation des assistantes maternelles. Lyon:
Chronique Sociale.
Cresson, G., S. Delforge, and D. Lemaire. 2012. “La ‘qualité’ du travail dans le métier d’assistante
maternelle. Le point de vue des ‘régulateurs’ de ce métier.” Politiques sociales et familiales 109:
79–86.
Dalli, C., L. Miller, and M. Urban. 2012. “Early Childhood Grows Up: Towards a Critical Ecology of
the Profession.” In Early Childhood Grows Up: Towards a Critical Ecology of the Profession,
edited by L. Miller, C. Dalli, and M. Urban, 3–20. London: Springer.
Deglorie, K. 2009. Professionalisering en duurzaamheid: een onderzoek bij stoppende onthaalouders.
Onuitgegeven masterproef. Vakgroep Sociale Agogiek. Gent: Universiteit Gent.
Deutsches Jugendinstitut. 2013. “50 Jahre Deutsches Jugendinstitut. Fünf Jahrzehnte Forschung
über Kinder, Jugendliche und Familien an der Schnittstelle zwischen Wissenschaft, Politik
und Praxis.” Das Bulletin des Deutschen Jugendinstitut 102: 1–108.
European Commission. 2011. Early Childhood Education and Care: Providing All Our Children
with the Best Start for the World of Tomorrow. Brussels: European Commission.
European Commission. 2014. Eurydice Policy Brief. Early Childhood Education and Care 2014.
Brussels: European Commission.
Fagnani, J., and A. Math. 2012. “Des assistantes maternelles mieux formées et plus qualifiées. Les
parents consentiraient-ils à augmenter la rémunération?” Politiques sociales et familiales 109:
59–73.
Gelder, U. 2003. “Carving Out a Niche? The Work of a Tagesmutter in the New Germany.” In
Family Day Care. International Perspectives on Policy, Practice and Quality, edited by A.
Mooney, and J. Statham, 41–58. London: Jessica Kingsley Publishers.
Heitkötter, M., M. Brüll, A. Kerl-Wienecke, and G. Schoyerer. 2010. Qualifizierung und
Berufsperspektive in der Kindertagespflege. Status quo, Herausforderungen und Impulse des
Aktionprogramms Kindertagespflege. München: Deutsches Jugendinstitut.
Hines, C. 2008. “Day Care Services for Children.” In Childhood Services and Provision for Children,
edited by P. Jones, D. Moss, P. Tomlinson, and S. Welch, 153–167. London: Pearson Longman.
Kerl-Wienecke, A., G. Schoyerer, and L. Schuhegger. 2013. Kompetenzprofil Kindertagespflege in
den ersten drei Lebensjahren. Berlin: Cornelsen.
Kind & Gezin. 2013. Het kind in Vlaanderen. Jaarverslag 2013. Brussel: Kind & Gezin.
Kind & Gezin. 2014. Vergunningsbesluit van 22 november 2013. Bijlage competenties. Brussel: Kind
& Gezin.
Lazzari, A., and M. Vandenbroeck. 2012. “Appendix 1: Literature Review of the Participation of
Disadvantaged Children and families in ECEC Services in Europe.” In Early Childhood
Education and Care (ECEC) for Children from Disadvantaged Backgrounds: Findings from a
European Literature Review and Two Case Studies, edited by J. Bennett. Brussels: European
Commission.
Mooney, A., and J. Statham, ed. 2003. Family Day Care. International Perspectives on Policy,
Practice and Quality. London: Jessica Kingsley Publishers.
Morel, N. 2007. “From Subsidiarity to ‘Free Choice’: Child- and Elder-care Policy Reforms
in France, Belgium, Germany and the Netherlands.” Social Policy & Administration 41 (6):
618–637.
EUROPEAN EARLY CHILDHOOD EDUCATION RESEARCH JOURNAL 395
Moss, P. 2003. “Conclusion: Whither Family Day Care?” In Family Day Care: International
Perspectives on Policy, Practice and Quality, edited by A. Mooney, and J. Statham, 234–243.
London: Jessica Kingsley Publishers.
Mozère, L. 2003. “Family Day Care in France.” In Family Day Care: International Perspectives on
Policy, Practice and Quality, edited by A. Mooney, and J. Statham, 163–178. London: Jessica
Kingsley Publishers.
Oberhuemer, P. 2011. “The Early Childhood Education Workforce in Europe Between
Divergencies and Emergencies.” International Journal of Child Care and Education Policy 5
(1): 55–63.
Oberhuemer, P., I. Schreyer, and M. J. Neuman. 2010a. “France.” In Professionals in Early
Childhood Education and Care Systems: European Profiles and Perspectives, edited by P.
Oberhuemer, I. Schreyer, and M. J. Neuman, 147–166. Leverkusen Opladen: Barbara Budrich
Publishers.
Oberhuemer, P., I. Schreyer, and M. J. Neuman. 2010b. “Germany.” In Professionals in Early
Childhood Education and Care Systems: European Profiles and Perspectives, edited by P.
Oberhuemer, I. Schreyer, and M. J. Neuman, 167–190. Leverkusen Opladen: Barbara Budrich
Publishers.
O’Connell, R. 2010. “(How) is Childminding Family Like? Family Day Care, Food and the
Reproduction of Identity at the Public/Private Interface.” The Sociological Review 58 (4): 563–
586.
OECD. 2006. Starting Strong II. Early Childhood Education and Care. Paris: OECD.
OECD. 2012. Starting Strong III – A Quality Toolbox for Early Childhood Education and Care. Paris:
OECD.
Peeters, J. 2008. De warme professional. Begeleid(st)ers kinderopvang construeren professionaliteit.
Gent: Academia Press.
Peeters, J. 2012. “De neerwaartse spiraal doorbroken: de professionaliteitsdiscussie in de kinderop-
vang.” In Gezinnen in soorten, edited by K. Van Leeuwen, and H. Van Crombrugge, 83–109.
Antwerpen: Garant.
Penn, H. 2009. Early Childhood Education and Care. Key Lessons from Research for Policy Makers.
Brussels: NESSE.
Penn, H. 2014. “The Business of Childcare in Europe.” European Early Childhood Education
Research Journal 22 (4): 432–456. doi:10.1080/1350293X.2013.783300.
Roets, G., R. Roose, T. Schiettecat, and M. Vandenbroeck. 2014. “Reconstructing the Foundations of
Joined-Up Working: From Organisational Reform Towards a Joint Engagement of Child and
Family Services.” British Journal of Social Work 1–17. doi:10.1093/bjsw/bcu121.
Slottke, S. 2012. Grundmodelle der Theorie-Praxis-Verzahnung in der Grundqualifizierung von
Tagespflegepersonen. München: Deutsches Jugendinstitut.
Stempinski, S. 2006. Kooperation zwischen Kindertageseinrichtungen und Kindertagespflege.
Expertise im Auftrag der Bertelmanns Stiftung. München: Deutsches Jugendinstitut.
Sylva, K., E. Melhuish, P. Sammons, I. Siraj-Blatchford, and B. Taggart. 2004. The Final Report:
Effective Pre-School Education, Technical Paper 12. London: Institute of Education and DfES.
Urban, M., and C. Dalli. 2012. “A Profession Speaking and Thinking for Itself.” In Early Childhood
Grows Up. Towards a Critical Ecology of the Profession, edited by L. Miller, C. Dalli, and M.
Urban, 157–176. Dordrecht: Springer.
Urban, M., M. Vandenbroeck, K. Van Laere, A. Lazzari, and J. Peeters. 2011. CoRe – Competence
Requirements in Early Childhood Education and Care. Final Report. London: European
Commission, Directorate-General for Education and Culture.
Urban, M., M. Vandenbroeck, K. Van Laere, A. Lazzari, and J. Peeters. 2012. “Towards Competent
Systems in Early Childhood Education and Care. Implications for Policy and Practice.” European
Journal of Education 47 (4): 508–526.
Vandenbroeck, M. 2006. Globalisation and Privatisation: The Impact on Childcare Policy and
Practice. Working Paper 38. The Hague, the Netherlands: Bernard Van Leer Foundation.
Vandenbroeck, M. 2009. In verzekerde bewaring. Honderdvijftig jaar kinderen, ouders en kinderop-
vang. Amsterdam: Uitgeverij SWP.
396 V. BAUTERS AND M. VANDENBROECK
Vandenbroeck, M., J. Peeters, and M. Bouverne-De Bie. 2013. “Lifelong Learning and the Counter/
Professionalisation of Childcare: A Case Study of Local Hybridizations of Global European
Discourses.” European Early Childhood Education and Research Journal 21 (1): 109–124.
doi:10.1080/1350293X.2012.760339.
Van der Mespel, S. 2011. “De onthaalouderacademie: groeikansen voor onthaalouders.” Tijdschrift
voor Welzijnswerk 35 (313): 26–36.
Weiβ, K., S. Stempinski, M. Schumann, and L. Keimeleder. 2002. Qualifizierung in der
Kindertagespflege. Das DJI-Curriculum “Fortbildung von Tagesmüttern”. München:
Kallmeyersche Verslagsbuchhandlung.
Wiemert, H., and S. Heeg. 2012. Kindertagespflege: Tätigkeitsfeld und Betreuungsform mit Potenzial.
Ansätze einer qualitätsorientierten Weiterentwicklung. Handreichung zum Projekt. München:
Deutsches Jugendinstitut.
EUROPEAN EARLY CHILDHOOD EDUCATION RESEARCH JOURNAL 397
